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ABSTRACT 

A study examined the attitudes of educators toward 
content area reading in the early elementary grades. A self-report 
survey instrument called the Attitudes Toward Content Area Reading 
(ATCAR) was developed to measure educators' attitudes and to 
ascertain whether there were different theoretical orientations of 
educators relative to content area reading theory. Q“technique factor 
analysis was used on an unstructured Q~sort to investigate whether 
respondents could be clustered into groups or prototypes from the 
data collected from the ATCAR. Three groups of respondents were 
surveyed including 15 content area experts, 15 inservice teachers, 
and 25 preservice teachers. Results indicated that identifiable 
clusters of prototypical individuals are apparent. These include 
those who appear to view content area reading ranging from a 
theoretical orientation closely allied with a skills approach of 
learning to read to those who indicate a tendency toward viewing 
content area reading as part of a whole language approach stressing 
reading-to-1 earn . (Contains 50 references, and 3 tables and 1 figure 
of data.) (Author/RS) 
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Absfratd 



'Ilie present study was designed to examine the altitudes of eduetitors toward 
eontent area reading in tlie etirly elementary grades. A self-report surv'ey 
instrument ealled the Attitudes Toward Content Area Reading (ATCAR) was 
developed to measure educators’ attitudes and to ascertain if there were different 
theoretical orienttilions of educators relative to content area reading theory. The 
study was conducted using (f-technique factor analysis on an unstructured (^-Sort 
(/; = to investigtite whether respondents could be clustered into groups or 
prototypes from the datti collected from the ATCAR. Three groups of 
respondents were surveyed including content area experts [n = 1.“^), in.service 
teachers (// - l.s), and preservice teachers (n = 25). The re^ult.s indicated that 
identifiable clusters of prototypical individuals are apparent who appetir to view 
content area reading ranging from ;i theoretical orientation clo.sely allied with a 
skills approach of learning to retid to those who indicate a tendency toward 
viev\ ing content areti reading ;is part of a whole language approach stressing 
readinu-lo-learii. 
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Understanding Attitudes of Educators Toward (’ontent Area Reading 
in the Early Elementary Grades 

Content area reading instruction has been defined as "instruction designed 
to help students comprehend text from subject areas such as social studies, science, 
literature, mathematics, and so forth” (Gee, Olson, & Forester, 19X9, p. 30). 
Content area reading is comprised mainly of expository texts written for the 
purpose of providing infomiation to a reader (Weaver & Kintsch, 1991 ). The need 
for content-based reading instruction that develops reading-to-leam strategies has 
been acknow ledged by educators since the beginning of the 19()0s (Gee, et al., 
19X9; Moore. Readencc. & Rickelman, 19X3). The research base on content area 
reading has expanded rapidly in the past several decades, fcx'using primarily on 
expository text, reading strategies, and textbook readability (Smith & Feathers, 
19X3): however, the teaching of content area reading is not generally viewed as a 
part of the early elementary grade curriculum. Instead, content area reading often 
is seen as a remedial component of instruction and relegated almost exclusively to 
the secondary grades (Moore et al., 19X3). 

Research into the reading process has stimulated the advancement of 
theories of reading, A theory' "is a system of ideas, often stated as a principle, to 
explain oi to lead to a new understanding" (Harris & I hxlges. 19X1. p. 329). How 
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wo totieh is largely alTected by the theoretical stance that we adopt--our theoretical 
orientation (DeFord, 147d; Harste & Burke, 1477). What a teacher helioses about 
reading and learning ean be translated into instructional practice which will in turn 
innuence the way we teaeh children to read. Hence, all reading instruction is 
theoretically based, even when teachers are not conscious of this fact (DeF'ord, 
1474; Reiit/el & Cooter. 1442). By studying the theories w'hich have evolved 
about the reading process and their resultant instructional models we are better 
able to make informed decisions about how and what to teach children about 
reading. 

An e.xtensive review of literature, including a search of Dissertation 
Abstracts, the l-iRlC' data base via pertinent descriptors, and a follow-up of related 
citations using the snowball method (Weit/.el, 1440). indicated that studies of early 
elementary grade teachers' attitudes ttiward the teaching of coment area reading 
are almost none.xistent. /Mthough Howe and Cjrierson ( 144,'S) have examined the 
role that knowledge of content area strategies plays in the early elementary' grade 
curriculum, studies on teacher attitudes toward the teaching of content area 
reading have focused upon secondary teachers, (e.g., Ciehrke, 14S2; Gillespie & 
Rasinski. 14X4; Lee & Young. 1476; Lipton & Liss. 147X; O'Rourke, 14X0; 
•Singer. 1474; Lsova 147X; Vaughan, 1477; which leaves the rjuestion of how 
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teachers perceive content area reading in the early elementary grades unanswered. 

Attitudes are defined by Kerlinger ( 1986) as an "organized predisposition 
to think, feel, perceive, and behave toward a referent or cognitive object” (p. 453). 
The study of how attitudes can be changed allows for a better understanding of 
teacher behavior and classroom practice toward the teaching of content area 
reading (Dupuis & Askov, 1978). 

Consequently, the purpose of the present study was to develop a self- 
report instrument for the purpose of identifying respondents with similar attitudes 
or theoretical orientations toward the teaching of content area reading in the early 
elementary grades. It was anticipated that quantitative analysis of responses to this 
instrument would yield clusters of individuals with similar responses (i.e., attitudes) 
toward content area reading, thereby confinning the viability of the various 
theoretical orientations thought to underlie reading instruction. 

RKVIKW OF thl; litkratlrf 

Gee, Olson, and Forester ( 1989) state that one of the primary missions of 
education is to teach students to read (o learn. Content area reading allows a 
student to use the skill of reading to acquire knowledge of a specific discipline or 
area of study (McKenna & Robinson, 19M)). Yet, researchers have repeatedly 
stated that students have difficulty in comprehending and using expository 
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(intomiational) text (Alvemiann & Boothby, 19S2; Armbrustor, Atiderson. 
Amistrong. Wise. Janisch, & Meyer, 1991; Piccolo, 1987) or arc unaware of text 
structure (McGee & Richgels, 1985; Taylor & Samtiels, ■ ). Alvemiann and 
Boothby ( 1982) argue that it is the students' lack of exposure to expository text, 
coupled with the students' difficulty in interpreting unfamiliar content and 
vixabulary associated with reading in a given content area, that causes 
comprehension difficulties. Although some researchers, including Moore, 
Rcadence, and Rickelman ( 198.U, have acknowledged that young readers are 
interested in infomiation-based text, formal content area instruction continues to 
focus on middle-school and senior high students. Do teacher attitudes toward the 
teaching of content area reading in the early elementary' grades contribute to this 
situation 

Theoretical Orientation.s to Reading 

Divergent theories have been proposed as ways to conceptualize the 
Icarnin^-to-rcad process. The theories attempt to e-. plain whether the text or the 
readei is of primary importance (Reutz.el & Gtxiter, 1992; Smith, 1988; Weaver, 
1990). Aca^rding to Deb'ord ( 1979). there are three basic theoretical orientations 
that drive the pedagogy of reading; phonics, skills, and whole language. These 
orientations exist on a continuum, according to Debord. ranging from (a) a phonic 
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approach, which locuscs upon units smaller than single words, through (b) whole 
words and skills to (c) whole language-based approaches, wherein meaning is 
paramount. Within the phonic orientation, reading instruetion is initially built upon 
mastery' of the letters of the Hnglish alphabet and approximately 40 aceompanying 
speech sounds (Thompkins & Hoskisson, 1991 ), followed by a list of non-phonetic 
sight words, and finally comprehension of text, f-'or teachers using the phonic 
approach, learning to read means learning to decode words, thus phonic or subskill 
approaches, according to Reut/.el and Cooter ( 1992), are used to teach children to 
break language down into its smallest components. 

Within the second orientation, the skills approaeh, hierarehically ordered 
sets of skills are taught during eaeh lesson. Vlastery of skills is important in that 
skills are thought to oceur in a sequential order. As voeabulary, deeoding, and 
comprehension are taught separately, reading consists of moving from part to 
whole in the skills approach (DcFord, 1979). An example of the skills approtich is 
the .scope and sequence charts used in the basal reader approaeh (R-aitzel & 

Cooter, 1992), 

A whole language philosophy is thought to cneompass the third orientation 
to reading (Del-ord, 1979). 'fhe whole language philosophy views meaning as 
central to language ac(,|uisition and use. Strategies for learning to read are flexible. 
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incorporated when needed as natural extensions of the act of reading. All the 
components of langutige are equally important for the whole language teacher-- 
listening, reading, speaking, viewing, and writing. Interest and tin integrated 
eurriculum are hallmarks of this approach in which btKiks and reading are focal 
points. 

'I'he differences in the.se view'points have resulted in diverse pedagogical 
practices. According to Singer ( 1980) one of the problems with reading re.search 
has been the application of new knowledge to pedagogy, often resulting in a gap 
between what research has shown to be effective and what is actually practiced 
w ithin the classroom setting. Although research has demonstrated the benefits of 
content area reading instruction, little has been done to integrate this area into the 
early elementary grades’ curriculum. Hducators’ attitudes are based upon 
individual theoretical orientations to reading which must first be understood before 
any change can be effected in the early elementary grades. 

Contt'nt Area Reading Attitude Survey.s in the Secondary School 

It has been suggested that positive attitudes toward content area reading 
can translate into increased use of reading strategies in the classroom (Dupuis & 
Askov, 1978; Dupuis, Askov. Lee. 1979). How are attitudes toward the 
teaching of content area reading measured'.’ According to Gillespie and Rasinski 
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( 19X9). early studies (i.e.. Managan, 197.5; Lloyd. 19X.5; O'Rourke, 19X0; Singer, 
1979; L'sova. 1979) attempted to metisure attitudes of seeondary school 
respondents separate from practices or other variables such as participation in 
workshops or content area reading courses. 

One of the earliest measures of secondtiry teachers' attitudes towaird 
content area reading was the Chin Inventory on Content Area Reading Instruction 
(Chin, 1975), which measuied 27 reading instruction competencies. The 
instrument had a dual purpose; (a) to measure seeondary teachers' attitudes 
toward content area reading, and (h) to measure self-perceptions about 
competence in teaching content area reading skills. Although Chin's inventory was 
limited according to Managan ( 1975). in that it used behaviorally specific 
statements (consequently measuring behaviors, rather than attitudes), fdanagan 
reported that this inventoiy indicated that increased competency is a result of 
training and years of experience. 

Usova (1979), lapton and Liss (197X), and O'Rourke (19X0) created 
instruments to measure teachers' attitudes toward content area reading. These 
researchers all concluded that positive attitudes tow ard the tetiching of reading 
strategies are based upon a knowledge of the theories behind the teaching of 
retiding. I-'or instance, teachers of linglish have had more experience with reading 
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theory and consequently score higher than other subject specialists on these 
instruments. A knowledge of reading theory seems to play an important part in 
positive perceptions of content area reading. 

Singer (1979) modified an attitude scale by Otto and Smith ( 1969). Using 
this instrument. Singer found that teachers who view the teaching of content areti 
reading as an unconnected .series of skills often have negative attitudes toward the 
teaching ol' content reading. As with Usova ( 1979), Singer concluded that positive 
attitudes are contingent upon a teacher having both knowledge and understanding 
of the prwess of reading. 

Positive attitudes, however, are not enough to change instructional 
practice. Studies by Dupuis, Askov, and Lee ( 1979), Gehrke ( 19X2), Otto ( 1969), 
and Stieulitz. ( 19X.U were designed to study how teachers' attitudes and 
instructional practices are related. Do teachers' attitudes improve with staff 
development in content reading? These researchers concluded that teachers are 
willing to learn how to teach content reading, and transfer this learning into 
classroom practice, if given adequate training and ongoing support. Stieglitz 
additionally asserted that instructional strategies related to content area reading are 
more likely to be employed after a teacher has taken a course in content area 
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In a review of attitudintil studies on content area reading in secondary 
sch(H>ls, Gillespie and Rasinski ( 19X9) concluded: (a) there is a lack of knowledge 
about reading and especially the strategies speeific to content urea reading; (b) two 
important factors which affect attitude toward the tetiching of content area reading 
include the amount and type of instruction; (c) teachers want to know more about 
content area reading and are willing to attend classes or workshops; and (d) staff 
development increases positive perceptions and the desire to use content area 
reading strategies. 

Although many critical insights regarding teacher attitudes toward content 
areti reading in the secondary grades have emerged from recent research, an 
instrument that measures teachers' attitudes toward content area reading 
instruction in the early elementar>' grades has not surfaced. Is there any evidence of 
a need for content area reading in these beginning grades? 

Content Area Reading Programs: I'he Benefits for Children 

Researchers such as Pappas { 1990) and .Sp'm and Taylor { 19X0) have 
concluded that children have a rudimentary knowledge of both narrative and 
expository text. Smith 1 19XX) has stated that children know many things about the 
uses of literacy even before they enter fomial schooling. Any types of literacy- 
related tasks tliat are part of a child's environment become, according to Smith. 
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events that allow ehildren to participate in the "literacy eliib" to which all people 
who use language belong (p. 215). If reading is basically a developmental 
progression as Gee et al. ( 1989) and Sulzby { 1985) have hypothesized, knowledge 
of all genres of reading, including content area reading, may be beneficial in the 
early elementary' grades. 

Early studies which indicate that children could benefit from content area 
instruction include Durkin's (1978) investigation of reading comprehension 
instruction in the fourth grade social studies curriculum. By third and fourth grade, 
Durkin observed that there were already children who 'could not read well enough 
in content areas to participate at an acceptable level in classrexim activities, despite 
the availability of reading specialists in the schcxil. Investigations including 
Durkin's conclude that teachers do not view subjects area lessons as a time to help 
children read to learn. 

C'hildren can lx- taught reading strategies at an early age. While young 
children are not aware (,)f their own cognitive processes. Brown. C'ampionc, and 
Day ( 1981 ) tound that children can be taught to learn from te.xt through 
monitoring their learning. In a year-long study of fourth-grade children, Payne and 
Manning ( 1992) discovered that when taught comprehension strategies, ehildren 
scored significantly higher in reading comprehensit)n than a traditicmally uuight 
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basal reader group and experienced improved attitudes toward reading and greater 
ability to use retiding strategies to set purposes for, control, and evaluate their own 
reading. 

While replicating and extending the findings of previous studies on 
teachers' textbook use, Amibruster, Anderson, Amistrong, Wise, Janisch, and 
Meyer ( 1991 ) found that young children are not given opportunities to read 
content area texts very often, resulting in an unfamiliarity with the genre, and that 
the instruction that children do receive "does not foster the development of 
conceptual understanding and meaningful learning" (p. 36). The finding that 
children arc generally unfamiliar with content area text has been empirically studied 
(Alvcnnann & Boothby 19X2; Unglcrt & Hicbert. 19X4; Flood, 19X6). 

As most children learn to read from basal readers, there is also a problem 
due to the overemphasis of narrative text in these readers. The basal readers that 
do offer expository selections have passages that arc short, self-contained, and 
have little resemblance to the surrounding text. Amibruster ct al. ( 1991 ) noted that 
the teacher, not the text, is the primary source of infomiation in the classroom and 
concluded that teachers need to (a) instruct children to read content text in earlier 
grades, (b) encourage children to read more broadly in content area texts, and (c) 
ask more t|uestions to encourage meaningful learning and the comprehension of 
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important conce[)ts. 

Recommendations and benefits of content area reading include the 
development of independent learners and eftective readers (Smith heathers, 
19S3b). Gee, Olson, and Forester (19S9) suggested that three other benefits 
students derive from conter.t area reading programs include better study habits, 
more positive attitudes toward reading, and improved overall achievement. 
Hypothesi.s 

I'he purpose of the present study was to create an instrument tiiat w'ould 
provide a measure of edueators' attitudes toward content area reading in the eaily 
elementary grades. ,An unstructured (9-sort was designed consisting of statements 
derived from a variety of sources, selected to measure attitudes toward content 
area reading. The specific research question addressed in this study was; Is it 
possible to develop a self-report instrument for the purpose of identifying clusters 
of respondents with similar attitudes which are indicative of their theoretical 
perceptions of content area reading in the early elementar\- grades'.’ 

Rather than investigating relationships among variables, the present study 
used (9-teehnique factor analyses to identify the relationships among individuals 
who responded to items included in the .Attitudes Toward (,'ontent Area Reading 
(AT(’/\R) instrument. These analyses sought to ascertain whether theoretical 
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orientations of persons could effectively be used to cluster these persons into 
meaningful groups. The following null hypothesis was posited and empirically 
tested; There will not be tiny identifiable clusters of persons responding to the 
ATCAR when individual responses are intercon'ekited and subjected to factor 
analysis using the (^-technique. 

Methodoiogy 

Broadly defined, the (^-technique “is a set of procedures used to implement 
Q methodology. It centers particularly in sorting statements contained on decks of 
cards in Q-sorts and in the correlations among the responses of different 
individuals to the ()-sorts" (Kerlinger, 1986, p. 506). A sophisticated way to rank 
order objects, in this case individuals, (^-analysis is a fonn of “inverse factor 
analysis" (Cornrey & Lee, 1992, p. 229) producing clusters of individuals with 
similar responses. The [irimary strength of (7-analysis, according to Kerlinger, is 
that it is a powerful theory-testing approach which can be used with a relatively 
small sample si/.e. 

The A rCAR instrument uses a "summated rating scale," which is defined 
by Kerlinger ( 1986) as "a set of attitude items, all of which are considered of 
approKimately etiual ’attitude value,' tind to each of which subjects respond with 
I varying] degrees of agreement or disagreement" or attitudinal intensity tpp. 45.T 
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454). Through a summation of individual responses, it is possible to place an 
individual on an attitudina! continuum. 'I'hc advantage of the summated rating scale 
is that the researcher is able to achieve greater variances in responses than might 
occur via ipsative, dichotomous ratings of the items (e.g.. "agree " versus 
"disagree''). 

f'or the purposes of the present study an "unstructured” (2-sori was used 
(Kerlinger. 16K6) consisting of statements (i.e.. items) derived from various 
sources, without specific regard for the larger constructs or factors to which each 
item belongs. According to Kerlinger, through factor analysis of the Q profiles of 
respotidents (i.c., the way in which the respondents sort the items), a preliminary 
theory or heuristic hunch can be tested. C^-mcthodology creates a factor array from 
the original (_Tsort as follows: 

A "new” (_Tsort |is| constructed from factor analytic results. . . . These 
items and their array values e.xpress the essence or content of a person's 
factor. They epitomize the variable that the persons on the persons' factor 
share to a substantial degree. They fomi. in other words a prototype. 
(Kerlinger, 19S6. p.521) 

In the present study. (_Tmelhdology was utilized lodetennine how closely people 
correlate with one another in their theoretical orientations toward reading, and 
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thereby offer evidence as to the degree to which persons' actual theoretical 
orientations match xhose proposed by reading researchers. 

Subjects 

Three distinct groups of subjects were used in the present study: (a) 
undergraduate students {n = 25) enrolled in a teacher education program at a 
university located in a small urban setting in the southern United States; (b) 
inservice teachers who taught in the geographic vicinity of the university (« = 15) 
and; (c) experts including faculty and graduate students who were familiar with a 
field of content area reading (« = 15). The total number of subjects in the study 
was 55. Each group of subjects was analyzed in a separate (7-technique factor 
analysis for the purposes of testing the null hypothesis and identifying groups or 
clusters of individuals whose responses demonstrated prototypic theoretical 
orientations toward reading instruction. 

Instrumentation 

The ATCAR items were derived from an extensive review of professional 
literature about content area reading and through interviews with faculty members 
with expertise in reading instruction from several comprehensive universities. A 
total of 30 items was included in the instrument, a copy of which is presented in 
'fable 1 . The items reflect many expert, though often conflicting, opinions about 
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:ontent area readiii". 
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The ATCAR consists of 30 statements or items which the respondents in 
the present study were requested to physically sort into five piles of responses- 
"strongly agree," “agree," “neutral," “disagree," and “strongly disagree." The sort 
is forced, as the respondent is asked to place a predetermined number of the 
statement cards in each pile, with the number of responses in center piles being 
relatively large as compared to the number of responses in the extreme piles. The 
result ix a quasi-nomitil distribution of the cards (Kerlinger, 1986). In the present 
study, the numlx'r of cards assigned to the “strongly agree" through "strongly 
disagree piles were 4, 6. 10, 6. and 4, respectively. Upon sorting the responses in 
this manner, the respondents were then asked to rank order the cards in each pile 
or category of responses. In this manner, known as a “mediated ranking" strategy, 
all of the cards are rank-ordered from the statement agreed with most to that 
statement which is least acceptable (Thompson, 19X0). 

Data Collection and Analy.si.s 

The A'l'CAR ([9-sort was administered to 60 respondents from the three 
groups: undergraduate preservice teachers [n - 2.6), inservice teachers (n - 1.6). 
and content area experts in - 16). The suiweys were individually administered by 
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the researcher and a graduate student. The inservice teachers completed the 
analysis after regular school hours; the presei'vice students ;ind content area 
experts completed the instrument during nonclass hours at the university. 

A series c'f septirate factor analyses was conducted on responses from each 
of the three groups using the (9-technique to test the null hypothesis. Uach of the 
groups was guaranteed anonymity and given the option to participate in the study 
atid to withdraw from the study at any point without penalty. 

Re.sull.s 

The data utili/cd for the proceduic were collected from printed copies of 
the ATCAR (9-sort fomi (see I-'igure 1 ) whereon respondents had recorded the 
results of the physically sorted statement cards. The responses of each of the 
subjects were recorded on the surv-ey form with the researcher subsequently rating 
the mark on the top lel't of each form with a rank of ".^O” while the bottom right 
mark was given a rank of "I." The indicated that the subject agreed most 
strongly with this item while the "\" indicated that this item was least acceptable. 
The total number of respondents was 60, with 30 preservice teachers, 15 inservicc 
teachers, and 15 content area expens completing the survey. 

A factor analysis was perfonned tor each of the three groups of subjects. 
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■'In the (^'technique factor analysis the suhjeets, or dtita objects, arc correlated 
with each other, and the factors show the relationships of the suhjeets or data 
objects to each other” (Contrey & Lee, 1992, p. 2,L^). 'I'he purpose of this initial 
analysis w;is to ascertain whether individuals cotild be clustered into factors of 
similar respondents. 'I'he results of these analyses were then used to identify any 
representative prototypes or groups of individuals who responded to tne set of 
Items in a distinctive mtinner. 

The (9-technique factor analyses were completed using the SF^SSx 
I-'AC'TOR procedure. The factors were extracted from the data through the use of 
principal components analysis which provides "a mathematically unique solution" 
(Kerlinger, 19X6, p. 576) to a factor problein. This method extracts the maximum 
amount of variance while reorganizing the correlations lo bring out dimensions and 
relationships within the data during the calculation of each factor (DeFord, 1978). 
For each group of respondents ( 1 = preser\'icc teachers, 2 = inserc'ice teachers, and 
- content area experts) separate analyses were perfoniied using two through 
four factors based on factor "scree" tests to define which solution was most 
interpretable. The three factor analyses were deemed most interpretablc with a 
.minimum factor structure coefficient of 1.601. Higenvalues; derived from the 
solution were obtained lo indicate the percentage of variance that is explained by 
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each of the factors. In etieh case, l-'actor I was well defined, accounting for 
approximately 5()Vr of the prerotational variance (laictor 1, Group 1 = 43.29f , 
I-'actor I, Group 2 = 5 , and Factor I, (jroup II! = 53. 6G ). 

The factors were then rotated to the varimax criterion to find spatial 
relationships or unities that might exist in factor space. The rotated factor matrix is 
preseiited in 'Fable 2, along with the individuals factored. Rotation achieves a 
simple structural picture by reducing the complexity of the variables (Kerlinger, 
IdSb). The highest correlations reported for the factors represent the strongest 
relationships. 

A regression factor score vs as then examined for each item to detemiine the 
degree to which each subject responded differently to each item of the A'FCAR as 
conipareri to otlier items and to the subjects who were associated with the other 
two factors. The factor score serves as a :-score for each of the items of the 
ATC.' AR on each of the factors. If an item received a factor score greater than 
l.(KK), this indicated that the item was ranked fairly high by the people in that 
factor. Conversely, a score of -l.(KK) indicated that people in that factor scored the 
item I'airly low. The factor scores for each item across the three analyses are 
presented in Table 3. 
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Group !: Preser\ ice Teachers 

The persons in f-aetor 1 included students enrolled in teacher education 
progratns who. based upon their factor scores tended to agree strongly with a view 
of all teachers, regardless of subject area, as teachers of reading. They indicated a 
positive orientation to content area reading as a purposeful activity, guided by 
teacher modeling and input, but they did not give high ratings to any items that 
seemed to have a skills orientation. Factor 1 preservice teachers accorded high 
ratings to items recommending teacher guidance in content area reading. 

l-'actor II preservice teachers tended to agree with the items which 
described content area reading as an intrinsic part of “all subject areas." and were 
positive toward items related to young students' comprehension of infonnation- 
based texts that are read to them. In contrast. Factor III preservice teachers 
responded with high ratings to items about skills, agreeing with items about 
strategies, overall cotnprehension. and vocabularx'. Perhaps more skills oriented, 
they tended to agree with items that \ iewed the acquisition of content area retiding 
skills as something that one learns after first learning the skills of reading and gave 
low ratings to items linking expositors and nanaitive text knowledge. 

Group 2: In.scrvicc Teachers 

Factor 1 insers ice teachers had a tendency to agree very strongly with the 
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item that "every tetieher is a leaeher of reading" ( hem 1 ). They also appeared 
inclined to aeeord high ratings lo statements sueh as "students must be taught how 
to read content area texts" (Item 19) and viewed the leticher as a model of strategy 
Use who should instruel students on how to find infomiation. The ability of 
sludenis lo comprehend orally read text is viewed by Factor I teachers as higher 
than their ability to individually read a text. Ftictor I leaehers did not a.gree that 
reading strategies should be taught as separate skills but viewed content area 
reading as incorporated into the entire curriculum. Although all of the teachers in 
each factor gave negative ratings to the item pertaining to controlled textbook 
vxx'ahulary increasing ease of reading, f-’acior II distigreed w ith this item most. 

Factor 11 inservice teachers also rated the slatemenl that "Fvery teacher is a 
teacher of reading" (Item 1 ) highly. This group tended lo give positive marks to 
items such ;is revising texts and offering supplemenian,- texts to increase 
comprehension. Items about group or class discussion and cc.X)peraiive learning 
were rated highly. The Ftieior 11 inservice teachers agreed with Factor 1 on the fact 
that content area reading does not require any speeitd materials, but differed in that 
they did not agree ihtil content reading lime should be inierrupied if new words 
vsere encountered, f-'acior II persons also disagreed with Factor Fs responses on 
the necessity of leaching students lo find information before assigning a reading 
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passaiic (Item 23). ratintz this item neuativelv. 

The most striking response of l-'actor III inservice teachers was their 
disagreement with the item "Everv' teacher is a teacher of reading" (Itetii 1 ). Factor 
III teachers also tended to disagree with teaching specific reading strategics for 
each subject area and even with the fact that they would need any "special 
training" (item 22) in order to teach reading in the content areas. Reading for 
Factor III respondents is more of a natural process, as Factor ill teachers tended 
to agree that even very young children were able to find information in books 
(Item 6). They also agreed with items related to comprehension such as the 
imi)ortance ol' student revision of text ( Item 10). effectiveness of open-ended 
questioning techniques (Item 9). and the need to define new vocabulary w'hen first 
encountered (Item 16). Factor III teachers disagreed wTh the item "When given a 
choice, students will choose to read fiction instead of infomiation books" (Item 
2X). 

a roup .0 Conic’ll! Area Cxperis 

'I'here was agreement across all of the three factor groups of content area 
experts on the fact that all teachers are teachers of reading. Conversely, persons in 
all three factors disagreed highly with the item that "the teaching of reading should 
he limited to the language arts block" (Item .3). Both Factor 11 and Factor 111 
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persons g;ive a lov\ rating to the item stating that a slow reading rate indicated 
ditTieulties with readitig eotnprehension (Item 3). 

Factor I experts reacted negatively to the sttitement about modeling having 
"little effect on teaching students to read content area materials" (Item 15). They 
agreed that preassessment of student interests should direct content reading (Item 
7) and with the conception of reading "incorporated into all subject areas" (item 
26). Also, the concept that comprehension often e.xceeds reading ability was rated 
highly by Factor I e.xperts who appeared to indicate that interest is a more 
important motisator for reading than is teacher-directed instruction (Item 7). 

Factor II experts disagreed with the item stating that "Special materials are 
needed in order to teach students how to gain information from, text" (Item 1 1 ). 
Thes tended to agree with items expressing a strategy view of content area reading 
and with teacher-initiated discussion for maximi/.ing reading effectiveness. Items 
about student choice el, cited strong disagreement including choice of the amount 
and type of reading (Items 12 and 2S). 

The Factor III experts accorded positive ratings to the item that "Reading 
instruction must be incorporated into all subject areas" (Item 2(i). Factor III 
experts also agreed highly with the statement that (.luestioning should be open- 
ended (no right or vs rung answers) to increase comprehension of information 
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passages (Item 9). Reading strategics taught as separate skills were negatively 
rated (Item 2), as were items about comprehension difficulties indicated by a 
slower reading rate and assigning reading for a specific purpose (Items 3 and 4). 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of the present study was to create a self-report instrument to 
explore the attitudes of three distinct groups of subjects toward the teaching of 
content area reading in the early elementaiy grades, fhe Attitudes Toward Content 
Area Reading (ATCAR) instrument was administered to three subject groups 
including preservice teachers, inservice teachers, and experts in content area 
subjects to examine the null hypothesis that no identifiable clusters of persons on 
the Attitudes 'foward Content Area Reading instrument (ATCAR) would be 
apparent when individual responses were intercorrelated and subjected to factor 
analysis using the (2-tcchnique. As the results of factor analyses did indicate 
differences between groups or prototypes of individuals, regression factor scores 
were then computed for each of the items in the A TCAR instrument to ascertain if 
the factors could be linked to specific theoretical orientatitms to reading, based 
upon responses to specific items. 

Factor 1 in each of the analyses emerged as the strongest, with individuals 
across the grou['s sharing common characteristics. The indixidtials in Factor 1, 
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based upon the item factor scores, agreed strongly \\ith the statement that ■'Every 
teacher is a teacher of readimi" (Item 1 ) and that “Readimi instruction must be 



incorporated into all subject areas" (Item 26). Factor I individuals gave low ratings 
to strategies taught as separate skills, limiting reading to the language arts block, 
and the statement that ".Modeling of reading strategies has little effect on teaching 
students to read content area materials" (Item l.s). The Factor I content area 



experts and inservice teachers also indicated that "students can understand 
infonnation texts when thev are read orallv to them" even if these texts are too 



difficult for individual use. 







Factor II preservice teachers. Factor II content area experts, and Factor III 
inservicc teachers indicated an area of commonalitv in their disagreement w'ith 



assigning content reading for "a sprecific purpose" (Item 4). The.se groups also 
indicated a tendenev to aarce that “Fiven very vouim students should understand 



how to find infonnation in textbooks" (Item 6) and that "New vocabulary' should 



he defined when encountered durina readina" (Item 16) 



Factor II inscrvice teachers showed a propensity along with F'actor 111 
preservice teachers, to view the use of "supplementary texts or less difficult 
materials" as important for children w ho had difficulty with reading ' ,i S ). 
These groups, and Factor 111 content area experts also gave positive ratings to the 
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activity of cooperatixe learning. 

Predictably, there were more individuals in the preserv'ice group who 
responded in a neutral iiianner, than in the other two groups. This could be a 
reflection of the type of group that was surveyed. Many of the respondents are in 
their first year of teacher education and the researchers noted that some seemed to 
c(.>:'.'>p!ete the A'l'CAR (2-sort in a somewhat random fashion, sorting iiems into 
clusters of subsequently numbered items, as if at a loss as to where to put them, 
'fhe researchers suspect that a lack of reading theory knowledge on the part of 
some preservice teachers may result in a somewhat more random sort. 

Both f actor III inservice teachers and Pactor III preservice teachers agreed 
strongly with the integration of reading strategies into their teaching to increase 
comprehension, 'fhe Factor III preservice group and thv Factor III content area 
experts gave low ratings to the statement that “The ability to understand 
expository and narrative develops at the same time" (Item 25). Although some of 
the factors, such as Factor 111 in both the preservice and inservice groups were not 
vsell defined, this instrument did yield enough intcrpretable clusters of individuals 
to suggest its ability to identify differences in people's attitudes. 

C()^CLUSI()^ 



Unlike previous studies, including those by F'lanagan ( 1975), O'Rourke 
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( 1980), and Singer (1979), uhich examined teacher attitudes toward content area 
reading in a secondary school setting, the present study focused upon the early 
elementary grades, This exploratory study did find that individuals in three distinct 
groups consisting of preservice teachers, inservice teachers, and experts in content 
area subjects could be factored into identifiable clusters of individuals regarding 
attitudes toward content area reading, 

The ATCAR, although able to effectively distinguish between cohorts of 
respondents using the (7-technique factor analysis, needs further refinement to 
validate the constructs underlying the items. Three separate factors or cohorts of 
individuals did emerge in each of the surveyed groups, yet it is premature to state 
that these groups correlate with the theoretical orientations defined in professional 
literature as phonics, skills, and whole language (DcFord, 1979), Although this 
may be the ca,se, some of the groups contained too few individuals to adequately 
define the factor, including preservice Factor 111 and inservice Factor 111. The 
existence of specific theoretical constructs could be tested using 7?-technique factor 
analysis to [irovide evidence of the construct validity of the items using a given 
data set (Ferrell & Daniel, 199,'Sj, 

The results of the present study are strengthened by the fact that there were 
replicable findings across three distinct grou[)s of respondents, encouraging further 
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replication. 'I'here did not seem to lx* items in this itistrument that indicated a 
phonics orientation, although skills and whole language-related questions were 
round. An une.xpected result was the instrument's strength at showing preference 
for a loeus of an instruction viewpoint (Weaver. 1990). The researchers noted that 
item responses factored into either (a) a "transmission” model, W'ith an emphasis 
on direct teaching controlled by the program and the teacher or (b) a "transaction” 
motlel in which the emphasis lies with the student's learning, facilitated but not 
controlled by a teacher. This division should be studied in future research. 

While opinions of respondents varied e.\tensively as to this locus of 
instruction, the study dexs provide evidence that many of the respondents do view 
the early elementary grades as a time to tetich content area reading. One item that 
needs to be included in a future study would specifically ask if the teaehing of 
content area reading is important in the early elementary grades. 

Aho. as noted by Gillespie and Rasinski ( 19<S9), a self-report technique 
gives a limited of view of what actually cxcurs within the classroom. What 
etlucators report that they do, is not always translated into actual practice. More 
research must be conducted in the elementary classroom to observe (a) at which 
grade level content reading becomes beneficial, and (b) which types of instruction 



are most effective. 
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Although content area reading has traditionally not been viewed as a 
distinct teaching focus of the early elenientar\' grade classr(X)ni (Moore, Readence. 
& Rickelman, 19K3), the results of the present study suggest that teachers do 
indeed have distinguishable and differing attitudes about the role of content area 
reading during these years. Further study is warranted on this issue to better 
understand how teacher attitudes affect how and what they teach during these 
critical early years. 
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Table 1. li cnis indudcLl in ihc Aiiiiutlcs Toward C'onicm Area Reading Survev 



(' 1 ) livery leaeher is a icaeher of reading. 

(2) llie leaching of siraiegies foi reading inlbrniaiion lexl are besi laughi as separate skills. 

(3) A slower rale oi’ reading mdieaies ihai a siudeni is having difficuhN comprehending the lexi. 

(4) Coi-.enl reading should be assigned for a spoeilie puipose. 

(5) 'Rie leaching of reading should be limiied lo ihe language aris block. 

(6) Even very u)ung sludenis should understand how to I'ind infonnaiion in textbooks. 

(7) Pi'eassessinent of students’ interests should direct conieiit reading instruction. 

(S) Supplementary texts or less dinicull materials are needed for students who read below grade 

level. 

(9) Open-ended questioning techniques are effeetive in increasing comprehension of 
inforniational passages. 

nO) When sludenis revise passages of text, '.heir comprehension increases. 

(11) Special materials are needed in order to leach students how to gain inlomiaiion from lexl. 

(12) Students should be able to choose the amount oI' reading dial iliey w'ill do for a class 
assignment. 

(13) EAery subject area requires differenl reading strategies. 

( 14) A icaeher should I'irsi introduce an inlomiaiion book b\ discussing how it might be read 
most elTeciively 

(I."') ITie modeling of reaLiing strategics has little ell eel on teaching sludenis to read content area 
materials. 

( Ih) New vocabulary shoukl be defined vs hen encountered during content reading. 

(17) Integrating the teaching ol reading strategies into the content areas is necessary lor increased 

comprehension. 

(15) II inieresicLl in a reatlmg assignment, students will want lo talk aNuil it alter u is completed. 

(19) .SiULienis must Iv laughi how to read content area texts. 

(20) Cooperative learning aids in the comprehension ol' inrormalion books. 

(21 ) Stories aie easier lor beginning readers lo understand than nonfielion or inrornialion books. 

(22) .A teacher requires special training to leach sludenis how to read content area materials such 
as lexilvioks. 

(2^) Before assigning content area reading to slutlcni.>. the icaeher shou'd first leach the sludenis 
how to I iiul infomialion. 

(24) Students who have problems in conieni area rcatlmg probably need remediation. 

(2.S) Tile ahililv to muierslaiul narrative anti evptwiiorv lexl develops at the same lime. 

(2b) Reading instruct ion must Iv ineor|^)ialed into all subject areas. 

( 27 ) Students can understand infomialion texts when ihe\ are read orallv them, even il they 

caniuM read them iiulivuluallv . 

(25) When given a dunce, students will choose iti read fiction instead ol infomialion books. 

(29) Texlhioks are easier lo read than nonfiction iratie btuiks, because they have a controlled 

vocahularv designed for the specific age of the child. 

{ k)) Piimary grade children can exjilain the di 11 ei dices bcnweeii fiction and luni fiction. 
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Tabic 3. 1- actor Scorcb for ATC 



\R Items Across Sample Cohorts 
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Figure ) 

Attitudes 7'oward Content Area Readme (ATCAR) O-sort Instructions 

(A) You ha\e been given .U) cards Hach card contains a statement about reading l.'sing >our teaching 

experience and knowledge of reading, sort the 30 cards into 5 piles based on how strong!) you agree or 
disagree with each statement. ^ 

(B) You need to pla:e tb'^ pecified number of cards under each of die 5 categories (i e , Strongl> 

Agree 4 cards) When you have finished sorting the cards into 5 piles, prioriti/e each pile so that the 
statement you agree vsith most is on the top Record each of the statement numbers (located on the 
cards) m the boxes provided. 
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